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SOy UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

-2 I REGION Hii
; » 841 Chestnut Building
O Philadelphia, Pennsyivania 19107

Mr. : .
i B 0CT 23 1992

Scarboro, West Virginia 25917

Re: Sample data review

Dear IO

On June 26, 1992 you submitted a package of information
which included a sample analytical report from Virginia
Polytechnic Institute and State University. The May 8, 1992
report summarized the results of samples You collected on July
14, 1991. Upon receipt of your package I contacted the

attempt to validate the data in the report. The analytical

review (attached) indicates (based on the information provided by
you and the lab) that the results could not be validated and that
they should only be considered estimates at best. Therefore, EPA

is unable to draw any conclusions on the data reported.

To ensure that we have all the pertinent information before
a final decision is made, I ask that you provide me with the
following information: I ;

- a statement correlating your sample number and description
with the sample numbers and concentrations reported by the
lab. When did yYou send the samples to the lab? Did you
send all the samples you took on July 14, 1991 it the lab?
How were they packaged and how big of a sample did you
collect? Are the samples that do not indicate a depth of

including the type of sample equipment used (i.e. jars,
spoons, soil augers, shovels, etc.). Was the same sample
collection equipment useg for obtaining each sample? How
did you clean your equipment between samples? Do you still
have the equipment you used? :

Upon receipt of the above information I will conduct a final
w. of your data and provide you with a copy of the findings.
If you have any questions .or require additional information abcut
the review of your data, you can call me at (215)597—7915 or

write to me (mail code (3HW30}) at the above address.
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. WQTQM s 5 Underwodd Court, Delran, NJ 08075 609-461-4003

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TEAM FOR EMERGENCY RESPONSE REMOVAL AND PREVENTION
EPA CONTRACT 68-W0O-0036 MEMORANDUM

TO: Steve Jarvela, Senior osc, ppa Region ITT
Superfungd Removal Branch o

THRU: IO TATL, Region IIIWZ/ TDD #9209-31
| PCS #2659
FROM: DI o IIT poim

SUBJECT: Shafer Electric site Samples Analytical Review

DATE: September 29, 1s59;2

This report covers the review of the Analytical Data pPackage for
the twelve (12) soil samples and three (3) tree bark samples
Ccollected at the Shafer Electric Site on July 14, 1997, There was .
@ cover letter fronm Jennifer .. Herbst of the Service Training for

State University accompanying the results, however, who collected
the samples ig not clear. The samples were delivered to the

Pesticide Residue Research Laboratory at Virginia Tech on October
13, 1991. The'analyses performed were PCBs on both the soil ang
bark samples. The handwritten sample descriptions and sampling map
do neot match, neither dgo the sample numkers of the reported

results.
ANALYTICAL METHODOLGGY

No analytical method was listed with the reported results,

. No chain-cf-custody records was submitted by the
laboratory :in the analytical report. '

. The holding time of 14 days for the Soil samples was
exceeded. There is no establisheg holding time for tree
bark. '

. There was no extraction log provideq,

. The samples were anélyzed in April of 1992, six'months

after sampile raceipt,

Roy F. Weston, Inc.

MAJOR PROGRAMS DIVISION

In Association with Foster Wheeler Enviresponse, Inc,, Resource Applications, Inc, C.C, Johnson & Malhotra, P.C,
R.E. Sarriera Associates, and GRB Environmental Services, Inc.

——————



Shafer Electric Site Samples Analytical Review
September 28, 1992

Page 2
. The calibration curves for most days " dig not meet
calibration criteria of a correlation coefficient of
>0.995
. There were not matrix spikes or matrix spike duplicate
analyses performed, therefore no precision or accuracy
can be determined.
. There appear to be no surfogaté spikes added to each
sample before extraction. The extraction efficiency can
. not be determined. .
- CONCLUSION

The data should be accepted as estimates at best, since holding

times for soils were eéxceeded, no precision or accuracy could. be
determined, calibration data did not meet criteria and extraction

efficiency can not be determined. ‘
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ENTRY: pgg
DATE: may g 1992

. FOR, Wes Geertsema
STE rogram :
ADDRESS: ‘Environmental Engineering
B Orris Hajlj _ :
a Tech

DATE RECEIVED: October 13, 199;
DESCRIPTION oF SAMPLE:  Soi1 apg Tree Bark

DETERMINATIONS:
1. Soil} (#1) .758 Ppm 1260 PCB
2, Soil (#2) 3.276'ppm 1260 pcp
3. Seoil (#¢) 2.712 PPm 1260 pcp
4, Soil #S) ' . 892.420 Pem 1260 PCB
5. Soil (u7;  56.658 ppn 1260 pcg
6. Soi}] (#8) 2,754 PpEm 1260 PCB
7. Soil (#11) 2.763 PPm- 1260.PCB
8. Soi] (#12) 40.515 Ppm 1248 and 1260 PCB
9, Seil (#13) ’ 166,164 PPm . 1260 FCB

10, Soil (#21) - 0.490 ©pm 1260 PCB
11, Soij; (#22) ' 34,307 Ppm 1260 PCB
12, Soi} (#23) ' 1.093 rpm 1260 PCB
13, Tree Bark (#24) Less thap 0.2 PPm PCB
14, Tree Bark (#25) Less thap 0.2 ppm PCB

15. Tree Bary (#26) Less than g5 PPm PCR
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